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WHAT KNOWLEDGE IS OF MOST WORTH 
FOR THE MILLENNIAL CITIZEN?1 

Johan Muller 

Introduction 

What knowledge is of most worth for the millennial citizen? The question 
is frequently asked, but the answers are far from unequivocal. What is 
most striking about them is that they invariably fall into one of two 
mutually exclusive categories. The first category provides answers to the 
question in terms of cultural knowledge and skills (the various 
multiculturalisms and feminisms - for example Arnot, 1997), political 
knowledge (human rights education, as in the Australian studies 
curriculum - for example Moore et al., 1991) or moral knowledge and 
skills (the inculcation and practice of autonomy - for example Appiah, 
1997). The second category, growing increasingly vociferous, provides 
an answer in terms of skills and knowledge for economic productivity. 
The business pages of virtually every daily newspaper extol the virtues of 
flexibility, innovativeness and adaptability - cognitive skills supposedly 
for a rapidly changing world of work. Adherents of the first category, in 
other words, would educate for cultural and political participation, the 
second for economic participation. Both clearly salient to changes in the 
global world, the two citizenships are rarely, if ever, discussed together 
within a common framework. 

Anti-utilitarianism in educational circles runs deep. It is anchored in 

' This material was written as a chapter in Falmer Press's forthcoming book, Reclaiming Knowledge. 
The material is reproduced here with the permission of the author and publisher. 
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the strategies of academic freedom and autonomy that higher education 
institutions everywhere have deployed since the nineteenth century 
against undue influence by church, state or economy. As Carr (1993) has 
argued, the liberal anti-utilitarian consensus prevailed in the United 
Kingdom with the passing of the 1944 Act, which also had the 
unfortunate effect of downgrading the status of technical and scientific 
education for the middle decades of the century. The tide was only turned 
with Callaghan in the 1970s. 

All of that has now been brushed aside by the advent of the global 
economy and the rise of the neo-liberal consensus, which demands not 
only a new relevance from educational provision, but a new 
accountability on the part of educators to globalisation's new public good 
- innovation. What are the skills required to produce economic 
innovation? What skills are relevant to competitive advantage? These 
must be the focus of education, is the insistent refrain. 

The response of educators - with important exceptions, some of 
whom will be discussed shortly - has been to rehearse anti-utilitarian 
arguments and to produce negative and pessimistic diagnoses of 
education's new beholdenness to the market and the economy. We have 
been warned of the dangers of impending instrumentalisation, 
commodification and marketisation of knowledge. One thoroughly 
pessimistic account is produced by Wexler (1990). Wexler begins by 
reminding us of Marshall's three forms of citizenship - civic, political, 
and social/economic - and the two conditions upon which these forms 
depend - rationality and solidarity. National solidarity has been 
fragmented by the new identity social movements, and rationality has 
been deconstructed by postmodernism. Since these two conditions for 
citizenship no longer exist, citizenship itself, at least in Marshall's sense 
as a progressive cluster of rights, must disappear. Taking its place is a 
new reflexive self-regulating identity regime for the new informational 
class, and a 'splattered' media-regulated identity regime for the remaining 
four-fifths of society. There is a great deal more to Wexler's dense and 
enigmatic account than I can do justice to here. The repressive 
consequences of 'universalised reflexivity' has recently been explored 
further by Zizek (1999), and the possibilities of subordinate identity 
construction for the new Fourth World by Castells (1997), amongst 
others.  Wexler  (1996)  himself has  subsequently  analysed  emergent 
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prefigurative forms of identity re-centering and resacralisation, but the 
swingeing diagnosis of globalised society as one that systematically 
dispossesses the bulk of its citizenry remains compelling. 

Why is it then considered so unseemly to ask, What will the educated 
graduate do with what school or higher education has made available? Is 
it possible that some of the pessimism is a by-product of the implicit 
distinction between productive knowledge and critical/reflexive 
knowledge? Are these knowledges not related or relatable in some way? 

A small number of sociologists of education have taken another view 
of the relation of the economy to education. Finegold and Soscice in 1988 
re-opened the debate on the left, by charging that education and training 
in the United Kingdom had fallen increasingly out of step with the needs 
of an advanced or 'high-skill' economy. The 'old' curriculum - what 
Young (1999) calls the 'curriculum of the past' - was and largely is a 
'low skill' one, by which is meant that a small minority attains high 
skills, a large majority fairly mediocre ones. A 'unified high skill' 
educational transformation, it was claimed, could change all that, and 
lead the economy and its society toward winning nationhood. A number 
of educators embraced this new vision rather uncritically, and still do. 
But it soon became apparent that the conceptual resources for re-thinking 
the changes the global economy heralded were not present in the initial 
'high skill' vision. For these, one has to turn to scientific literatures often 
not familiar to educators: the sociology of economic innovation, for 
example; the sociology and social studies of science and technology; and 
interdisciplinary analyses of the changing social organisation of 
knowledge production. 

This latter feature - the changing social organisation of knowledge -
has proved to be central for re-thinking the changes to society wrought by 
globalisation, and a narrative is slowly beginning to emerge about the 
changing social nature, production and dissemination of knowledge. I 
will examine one influential version of this narrative in greater detail. But 
first, the outlines of the 'knowledge argument'. 

The knowledge argument 

The  globalisation  literature  may  differ  on  many points,  but  it  is 
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unequivocal in this respect: we are entering a new form of society where 
the social organisation of knowledge and the social organisation of 
learning are dramatically changing. Whether we are examining the 
economy, the polity, or the realm of society and culture, knowledge as a 
form of symbolic capital increasingly becomes the central form of 
productive capital: 

□ in the economy: Knowledge in the form of data, plans, blueprints, 
patents, programmes and theories becomes immediately productive 
in the sense that it decreasingly requires labour and machines as 
intermediaries before it produces value.2 

a in politics and civil society: Knowledge of all sorts is increasingly 
sought by groups, communities, as well as individuals as they 
conduct themselves and pursue their interests in the bewildering 
complexity of modern civic existence. Recent examples would 
include contests around the desirability of mineral extraction, land 
rights claims, abortion, the environment, and so on. 

□ in private life: Knowledge becomes the tool with which individuals 
negotiate the complexities of everyday life, from taxation (tax 
counsellors) to unfair labour practices (shop stewards and human 
resource personnel); from relationships (marriage counsellors) and 
diet (nutritional knowledge) to health and consumption (consumer 
information agencies). As Melucci (1996:1) evocatively puts it: 'to 
feed ourselves we consume symbols, to love and reproduce we resort 
to the advice of experts, to desire and dream we use the language 
provided by the media'. 

Successful existence in modern society can be characterised, with 
Giddens (1990:88-92), as depending simultaneously on trust in 
proliferating expert systems on the one hand, and on a deepening 
reflexivity at both an individual and an institutional level on the other, as 
citizens increasingly monitor, question, demand justification and 
accountability from, and otherwise try to cope with a world of increasing 
uncertainty  and risk  (Beck,   1992).   Some writers  encapsulate this 

'What is specific to the informational mode of development is that here knowledge intervenes upon 
knowledge itself to generate higher productivity' (Castells, 1989; see also Stehr, 1994:102). 
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increasing salience and reach of knowledge in modern life with the term 
knowledge society3 

To say that knowledge becomes more salient in modern society is not 
to deny that knowledge and its possession has always conferred power in 
every kind of society known to us. But in no other society has the sheer 
volume, and even more importantly, the pace of its production and 
obsolescence, been so dramatic. So it is not merely a question of access 
to knowledge that becomes important to all citizens in late modern 
society, but access to and command of the marginal additions to 
knowledge that becomes key (Stehr, 1994:98). It is at this point that the 
work of knowledge producers and reconfigurers becomes central to the 
life of all citizens, in wealth-creating activities or not, in modern society. 

I have so far made a demand-side case for the increasing salience of 
knowledge in modern society by showing how knowledge becomes a vital 
tool for persons and groups who wish to prosper in economic, political 
and even personal life in the globalising world. But there is a supply-side 
case to be made as well. The apartheid-produced inequities may have 
masked but cannot entirely disguise the trend that South Africa has 
followed along with many, if not all, modern industrial states - namely, 
the increasing massification of higher education and the increased 
production of competent knowledge producers. We may justifiably 
conclude that the combination of supply and demand factors, push and 
pull, has ensured the increasing centrality of knowledge in various 
dimensions of social life. 

There are a number of implications that should briefly be mentioned. 
The first is that the traditional employers of knowledge workers and of 
knowledge - higher education institutions, statutory research bodies, 
private and public sector institutions - are quite unable to absorb the 
volume of qualified graduates pouring onto the labour market. 
Increasingly, competent postgraduates will find employment in research 
and development units, in research institutes and centres, in NGOs, or in 
episodic consultancy and self-employment. These will also now 
contribute to knowledge production via research-based activities that 

3 'I conceive of a knowledge society as a society in which science and technology have extensively 
heightened the capacities of society to act upon itself, its institutions and its relations to the natural 
environment' (Stehr, 1994:105). It is precisely the unintended consequences of such technical hubris 
that creates the constellation above - and paradoxically, the thrust for new knowledge. 

74 



have been, by and large, the preserve of the higher education institutions 
and the statutory councils, at least since the professionalisation of the 
universities in the latter part of the last and the beginning of this century. 



exactly what they want, in their own personalised order and 
format. 

What this burgeoning of technology-carried knowledge work will do for 
communities, solidarity and citizenship is not yet clear. There is much 
talk of 'virtual community'. But real local communities don't go away: 



growing public demand for relevance and accountability, an influential if 
controversial analysis (Gibbons et al., 1994) has identified a new mode 
of knowledge production characterised by a form of social organisation 
that is somewhat different to traditional types of pure or applied research. 
This can be captured in the following (see Gibbons et al, 1994; Ziman, 
1994; Gibbons, 1998): 

□ Unlike disciplinary research, where the research problem originates 
with the problematics of the discipline, the problem for problem- 
solving research arises in a context of application. This means that 
knowledge is not produced elsewhere (say in a laboratory) and then 
applied to a worldly problem: the knowledge is now increasingly 
produced through addressing the problem directly. 

a Unlike disciplinary research, either pure or applied, problem-solving 
research is trans-disciplinary. It is pursued by a team of researchers, 
often located in different departments of an institution, often located 
in different institutions, sometimes located in different cities or even 
countries. In other words, context-of-application research frequently 
cuts across discipline boundaries as it searches for solutions. 

□ Such research is thus frequently trans-institutional, and many 
research groups that form research communities are increasingly 
trans-institutional. 

a Such research is often financed from more than one source, 
increasingly not only from traditional statutory councils but also 
from a variety of donor, civic or corporate clients, often in tandem. 

□ Such research is organised and regulated by management structures 
that are often less hierarchical and far more collaborative than the 



kind of problem for national research systems, knowledge clients and 
donor agencies alike. 

For better or for worse, this 'new' form of research has come to be called 
'Mode 2', in contrast to disciplinary research, which is called 'Mode 1'. 
The Mode 1/Mode 2 distinction has, unsurprisingly, caused something of 
a stir. The thesis itself has been derided as over-stated, and in any case 
unoriginal, being little more than a fashionable restatement of the 
Starnberg group's 'finalisation' hypothesis of the 1970s (Weingart, 
1997), which ventured that as sciences matured, their potential for 
relevant application increased. The characteristic of trans-disciplinarity, 
its central feature, has been called vague and far from clear (Rip, 1997). 
And some wonder whether the phenomenon, probably more prevalent in 
some branches of science like biotechnology than in others, like physics, 
shouldn't rather more modestly simply be called 'strategic research', a 
pragmatic label that preserves some of the sense of local autonomy of the 
scientific endeavour in its 'compromise between serendipity and 
targeting' (Johnstone, 1990:223). 

Undeterred, the Gibbons group make large claims for Mode 2. Peter 
Scott (1995, 1997), a member of the original Gibbons team, summarises 
some of the most important implications as he sees it of the Mode 2 thesis 
for higher education in the following way: 
 Universities will lose their monopoly position as the pre-eminent 
provider of both new knowledge (research) and of skills and certificates 
as they are increasingly drawn into the marketplace where they must 
compete with other public and private agencies for customers and their 
livelihood. □ Local knowledge will come to occupy an increasingly 
important place in accredited learning courses, and as a resource in 
research, as academics and the public alike come to disregard the 
distinction between academic and local knowledge.5  The stress will 
increasingly come to fall on 'transferable skills' and 'generic 
competences' as the mobility of knowledge workers becomes a pre-
requisite for the job.6 

Some of the implications of this disregard are explored further in chapters four and five of 
Reclaiming Knowledge, Muller, forthcoming.) 6 See chapter 6 of Reclaiming Knowledge, Muller 
(forthcoming). 
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□   Courses will increasingly become modularised to provide the greatest 
flexibility to busy recurrent customers.    

Forms of research will proliferate. 

Scott, it should be clear, sees education in general but higher education in 
'particular increasingly moving from a Mode 1 world to a Mode 2 world 
(see also Kraak, 1998:9-10). I will take issue with this interpretation in 
later sections of the paper. 

Of course we should immediately admit that the Mode 2 thesis is 
something of a fairy story. It over-homogenises the evolution of a 
phenomenon that probably happened much earlier, and it over-
dichotomises it, presenting it as two discrete ideal types that probably 
never exist in their pure form in the real world. Nevertheless, I will claim 
that the distinction provides a few useful levers for educators grappling 
with changes in knowledge, in learning, and in curriculum policy and 
planning, its over-generalisations notwithstanding (Shin, 1999). The first 
is that it produces a background rationale for evident changes in 
knowledge and learning that lifts the issue out of an insular perspective 
that would account for described and desired changes in terms internal to 
learning theory, or to policy planning only. The slew of education policy 
scholarship that directs reproaches at government for 'marketisation' - as 
if this were some ideological blind spot that could be reversed if only the 
politicians concerned would see the error of their ways - is not so much a 
waste of time as a woeful display of ignorance about the wide array of 
factors at work not only in the global economy but also in the global 
science system and their massive impact on knowledge and learning. The 
second advantage is that it suggests an implicit relation between two 
regimes of knowledge production, as we saw briefly with Scott above, 
that will have important implications for curricular formats as we will 
see. It allows us to pose the question quite directly: What is the historical 
relation between traditional disciplinary formats and the emerging new 
constellation of interdisciplinary research and teaching programmes? Is 
Mode 2 really set to replace Mode 1? I will first examine the two main 
contending possibilities here, and will then go on to discuss some of the 
implications for thinking about knowledge, skills and learning. 

The replacement thesis presumes that we are moving from one era to 
another, from elitist and unitary to democratic and plural forms of 
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knowledge production, in short, from Mode 1 to Mode 2. In that Mode 1 
is seen as politically and epistemologically conservative, the replacement 
thesis accrues normative as well as analytical force: Mode 1 was bad and 
Mode 2 is good. Scott's optimism above is rooted here. 

The adjunct or supplementary thesis makes the following rather 
different assumptions: First, that Mode 2 has always, in some though not 
all forms, been with us for a long time, but that in late modernity it has 
become much more visible. Secondly, that Mode 1 could not disappear 
since Mode 2 competence depends upon a prior disciplinary competence. 

Since it is the adjunct thesis I hope to defend here, some implications of 
the thesis can be usefully listed: 

 Mode 1 is orthodox, disciplinary knowledge production and learning. 
This is not going to disappear. It will, however, be affected by the 
degree and form of emergence of Mode 2. This will necessarily differ 
across institutions and across organisations and units within 
institutions. But whatever else happens, the importance of Mode 1 
undergraduate training should never be in question. Where it is, as in 
the wholesale introduction of interdisciplinary undergraduate 
programmes at some institutions, for example, then large questions 
about learning are raised. 

□ Since Mode 2 knowledge production depends upon a sound Mode 1 
disciplinary base, the general policy priority is clear: as an 
indispensable first step, strengthen and consolidate Mode 1 
undergraduate courses in the institu



Having said that, there may well be various routes to consolidate 
Mode 1. For example, one route may be to continue to emphasise 
Mode 1 learning in postgraduate courses, and thereby to tout for 
Mode 2 business on the basis of demonstrated Mode 1 excellence. An 
alternative route may well be to open the institution to Mode 2 
(market-remunerative) business, like flexible short courses (for 
example), and with the revenue generated, finance a Mode 1 
consolidation operation. This latter approach will depend upon at 
least some Mode 1 capacity, whether existing in-institution or 
contracted in from outside. 

□ Contrary to belief in some quarters, Mode 2 is not more 
democratically run nor more democratically accessible than Mode 
1.There may be greater access into the knowledge networks via the 
new information technology, but this does not ensure epistemological 
access into the highly specialised activities of Mode 2 research 
teams. A condition for equal participation in Mode 2 research is still 
going to be competent prior induction into a mode of inquiry, and this 
for the foreseeable future, is likely to remain something of an elite 
eventuality. 

□ The most effective examples of Mode 2 are research projects which 
configure disciplinary specialists within an organisational format that 
produces a knowledge outcome that could not have been produced by 
any one disciplinary input. The classic example of the Gibbons team 
is the Human Genome Project. The conditions of success include the 
form of the partnership, the regulatory environment, the financing 
arrangement, and the evaluation regime. In other words, the 
conditions of success of Mode 2 concern the conditions under which 
previously autonomous or disjunct but highly specialised disciplinary 
operations can be productively reconfigured. It should not mean that 
all higher education courses should now become interdisciplinary, or 
practical, or skills-based. This would be to try to produce the social 
form of trans-disciplinarity within a single course or a single 
individual. And this would of course lose the singular contribution of 
Mode 2, which is productive partnership across previously insulated 
specialisms. 
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A key question is how academics will respond to the challenge of Mode 
2. Even when academics are deeply engaged in Mode 2, the evidence is 
that they continue to value their standing and participation in professional 
societies, the values and norms of their academic disciplines, and they 
continue to extol the virtues of peer review. That is, they continue to 
value a Mode 1 intellectual climate and will continue to pursue Mode 1 
research activity although this will increasingly depend upon the 
continued flow of funding to basic research (see Fuller, in Barnett & 
Fuller, 1998). In the most successful higher education units or 
departments this should not be surprising, since real status and reward 
attends their positions. This might not be the case for all academics in all 
institutions. Nevertheless, with the prospect of escalating postgraduate 
production, it is likely that competition for academic posts will intensify, 
and that this will continue to nourish the sense of the value of the deep 
roots of traditional academic culture. (See Luke, 1998, for a more 
pessimistic view.) 

A second possible response is that academics in especially 
professional faculties, with medium rather than outstanding disciplinary 
research track records, will embrace the seductive immediacy of Mode 2 
as well as its financial accompaniments, which in the present completely 
unregulated environment can well be considerable: the South African 
media refer here to the 'consultancy gravy train'. Such Mode 2 
involvement can have positive as well as negative spin-offs for the 
discipline. The positive includes a sense of topicality and practicality that 
can rejuvenate a tired faculty and attract good students. The negative has 
to do with the way that academics respond to the time lost in consultancy. 
They may for convenience simply teach their Mode 2 involvements 
instead of what the curriculum requires. This would not be good for 
undergraduate grounding as I have already observed. Or they may 
employ graduate tutors to do their teaching for them. These tutors may be 
Mode 1 proficient, or they may not. Either way, the teaching outcomes 
are likely to be uneven. Probably good faculties/departments will make it 
their business to balance their teaching and research commitments 
properly, though this can only be done by hiring support staff that assist 
with networking, data-basing, software updating, writing research 
proposals, and so on. The best research departments already employ such 
highly specialised people. 
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In some departments distinct tensions will develop between teaching 
and research. When that happens, there is no doubt that the former will 
suffer. For instance, in departments with high Mode 2 involvement, we 
will find dramatically diminished teacher-student interaction. This is 
always cause for concern, but for labour-intensive research supervision it 
could be disastrous. Remuneration for teaching will probably have to be 
severed from that for research, no matter how cherished the traditional 
desire for teaching/research unity may be (see for example, Barnett in 
Barnett & Fuller, 1998). The new global vogue for distance postgraduate 
offerings obscures rather than obviates this problem. 

Learning in Mode 1 and Mode 2 

In this section I will first discuss Gibbons' view of the relationship 
between Mode 1 and Mode 2 and the implications for learning and 
knowledge, and then briefly show how the matter is dealt with in the 
learning skills literature and the curriculum policy literature. 

How does Gibbons himself view the issue of historical accession? 
Does he favour a replacement or an adjunct view? The case made is 
equivocal, sometimes contradictory, but I must conclude that he espouses 
the former but leans toward the latter. When he first addresses the issue, 
Gibbons seems clear: 'Mode 2 is not supplanting but rather is 
supplementing Mode 1' and 'Indeed, it is an outgrowth of it' (Gibbons, 
1998:33; see also p. 54). Not long after, though, he speculates about 'the 
extent to which Mode 2 becomes dominant' (Gibbons, 1998:33), and 
from there it is a short step to advocating the teaching of Mode 2 skills 
directly, not supplementarily. 

What are Mode 2 skills? Gibbons, like the management writers, is at 
times content to speak in general terms about the skills of 'flexibility' and 
'reconfiguring' but on its own this does not take us far. When he poses 
the question as to what abilities trans-disciplinarity will require, he 
arrives at the skills of computer simulation, modelling, and the ability to 
work with complex models. 

How should undergraduates learn these? Through problem-based, as 
distinguished from discipline-based, learning. Using medicine as his 
example, Gibbons (1998:40) reports that 'some' medical schools teach 
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students 'repertoires of problem-solving' in place of the disciplines. 

The belief is that by using a problem-based approach students 
will gradually pick up much (sic) of the knowledge that they 
would have acquired by going the other way around, i.e. 
beginning with anatomy and going on to the fundamental 
sciences and on from there to symptoms. 

This clearly leans towards supplantation, not supplementarity: medical schools 
can hardly mount both kinds of curriculum. Gibbons goes on to muse about the 
slow diffusion of the new model and of medical reluctance to adopt it. The 
implication is that it is Mode 1 prejudice and academic conservatism that holds 
back the medics. There are at least two assumptions here that can be 
questioned. Perhaps it is the case, or rather perhaps medics believe it to be the 
case, that solving problems requires a prior grounding in some discipline before 
students can be expected to display a higher order reconfiguring skill. Perhaps 
students do need a thorough grounding in anatomy and the basic sciences first. 
Differently put, perhaps they have to learn the skills of reconfiguring and 
modelling within the framework of an ordered explanatory system. 'Once they 
have achieved these precious insights, they are in a position to continue their 
own education indefinitely' (Gardner, Torff & Hatch, 1996:50). 

The second assumption is related to the first, namely, that generic skills can 
be learnt directly as generic skills in a context of application. A recent review 
of the literature on generic (sometimes called 'polycontextual') skills shows that 
this is a vain assumption (Breier, 1998). We learn higher order modelling skills 
in specific discourses first. Genericity consists in generalising the skill to 
analogous situations. There is no generic learning context, where every student 
can learn the generic skill. 

As Linda Darling-Hammond (1997:107), referring to school-
based education, remarks: 'Active learning aimed at genuine 
under-standing begins with disciplines, not with whimsical 
activities detached from core subject matter concepts...'. 

The argument against disciplinarity that accompanies the replacement view 
thus holds a potential danger: the learning platform of students may 
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be compromised and, at worst, undermined. And if this is the case in the 
best of systems, how much more so is it not the case in educational 
systems with shaky foundations such as is found in many developing 
countries, and in South Africa? 

The case made by Gibbons for universities in the developing world 
exhibits this same troubling implication. Gibbons (1998:53) rails against 
the 'ideology of pure science' (meaning adherence to Mode 1) that seems 
to hold sway in such institutions. Why not move to Mode 2, is his 
rhetorical question. But it may well be that it is less blinkered ideology 
than rational calculation if good Mode 2 indeed depends on a good Mode 
1 base. Further on in the chapter, in concert with William Saint of the 
World Bank, Gibbons castigates the development agencies for funding 
Mode 1 rather than Mode 2 higher education in developing countries. 
This time it is not ideology but 'vested interests' that drives the 
aberration. But is it not at least as likely that the same institutions that do 
not do Mode 1 research well will be unable to do Mode 2 well, and for 
the same reason - namely, that they do not have the basic platform, and 
support structure, to do it with? What these universities need, it seems to 
me, is precisely the resources and support to do, and teach, Mode 1 
properly. That even in developing situations it is the 'better universities' 
(the ones with Mode 1 competence) that manage to do Mode 2 (Gibbons, 
1998:53) underscores the point. To celebrate the virtues of local and lay 
knowledge in this context, as Scott (1997) does, seems irresponsible to 
me. 

In the end, the pervasive unstated assumption in Gibbons' and Scott's 
advocacy of Mode 2 is that, somewhere and somehow, Mode 1 will 
continue. This is perhaps a safe bet in the developed countries, but not 
quite so safe in South Africa and other late developing countries where 
universities are part of the state-run system. If a funding and incentive 
regime were to take Gibbons and Scott to heart and incentivise a 
wholesale move to Mode 2, the meagre Mode 1 base on which it all rests 
could easily collapse. 

My argument so far, then, has been that to adopt a radically 
disjunctive replacement thesis for Mode 2, a celebratory postmodern 
view, would lead us at best into conundrums and perhaps outright 
contradictions. Consider Young's (1999:10) distinction between what he 
calls a 'curriculum of the past' and a 'curriculum of the future'. The 
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former, like Mode 1, is inward-looking, transmission-oriented, 
disciplinary, and makes a strong distinction between everyday and school 
knowledge. The latter, like Mode 2, comes with emancipatory promise, is 
outward-looking, innovative, and problem-oriented. Young immediately 
goes on to concede that there are features of the past curriculum that may 
still be valuable for the future: 'Some sense of "learning for its own 
sake" is essential; always having to search for the uses of knowledge can 
be a constraint on learning as it can be on research' (Young, 1999:11). 
Young concludes from this that polarisations that pit models in 
opposition to one another (from one to another) have weaknesses that a 
more relational approach might avoid. He goes on to speculate that the 
optimal relation between academic and vocational learning might be 
sequential, rather than the unified model that a Mode 2 replacement type 
view and the more ardent post-Fordists have been recommending. 

Central to what Taylor and Vinjevold (1999) call the 'radical wing of 
the progressive consensus', is an aversion to all learning that smacks of 
rote memorisation, regarded as producing 'surface' learning and 
understanding only. Active learning and 'deep' understanding is the 
watchword, and groupwork is de rigueur. Yet in the best new research it 
is clear that things cannot be divided up so neatly between memorisation 
and understanding. This is shown starkly by the 'paradox of the Chinese 
(or Asian) learner' (Biggs, 1991; Marton, Dall'Alba & Lai, 1993). Hong 
Kong students, it seems, concentrate on memorisation, yet typically do 
well in assessments designed to tap deep understanding. The false 
sequentiality of the replacement thesis is here clearly displayed. In other 
words, procedures of learning and forms of understanding cannot be so 
easily dichotomised, demonised and written off as the most enthusiastic 
of the radical progressives would believe. 

Indeed, as Entwhistle (1998) shows, there are pathologies attached to 
holistic 'comprehension learning' (namely, 'globetrotting' - the tendency 
to ignore details and to generalise beyond the data) just as there are to 
serialist 'operation learning' (namely, 'improvidence' - the tendency to 
stick to a predetermined order at the expense of seeking connections). 

Entwhistle concludes that we need a far greater grasp of how learning 
of various kinds, through rehearsal and elaboration, builds up over time 
stable nodes of organised, compressed ordering principles that are 
potentially recallable by memory, but that also act as reconfiguring or 
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recontextualising agents. He calls such nodes 'knowledge objects' - '...a 
knowledge object is much more than a mental image of a diagram. It can 
pull into awareness currently unfocused knowledge, almost in the way 
that hypertext in computing uses certain emphasised words to indicate the 
existence of additional information' (Entwhistle, 1998:96). 

Conclusion 

We clearly need far greater insight into the ways and workings of 
learning and thinking than we have at present available to us. 
Globalisation has merely sharpened the point. It has also hopefully 
become apparent through the course of this paper that, useful as 
distinctions like Mode 1 and Mode 2 are in directing our understanding of 
the changes visited upon us by globalisation, we will have to be much 
more careful in relating modes of knowledge organisation to each other 
than we have been so far. This chapter has tried to sustain the argument 
that, though we may be able to make useful distinctions between different 
modes - Mode 1 vs. Mode 2; curriculum of the past vs. curriculum of the 
future; memorisation vs. understanding - a redemptivist style of 
crusading that portrays the world as en route from one to the other will 
simply crudify the picture, and will certainly not aid our understanding of 
what knowledge and skills our millennial citizen will find most 
worthwhile. 
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